Communal roosting has been studied extensively in birds, but the mechanisms and functions of this taxonomically widespread behaviour pattern remain poorly understood. We studied the roosting behaviour of rubyspot damselflies, Hetaerina americana, in relation to sex and territorial status, and conducted field experiments to test for specific mechanisms of roost formation and maintenance. Both sexes tended to return close to their previous night's roost, but only males were significantly more roost site faithful than chance expectations based on individual day ranges. Males were more roost site faithful when they held mating territories. After acquiring a territory, males usually began roosting closer to the territory after a delay of a few days. Roosts were not located at sites that reduced the daily commuting distance between hunting areas and territories; males generally hunted closer to their territories than to their roosts. In field experiments, sites 'seeded' with synthetic models of male rubyspots attracted more recruits than vacant control sites and control sites seeded with nonrubyspot (clear-winged) damselfly models. Sites seeded repeatedly with rubyspot models often remained popular for roosting after the models were removed, suggesting that the models established new traditional roosts. These results indicate that conspecific attraction and individual spatial memory together may be sufficient to explain, at a proximate level, the traditional night roost aggregations of this species. We discuss these results in relation to functional hypotheses for roost site choice and fidelity.
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Roosting aggregations have been observed in flatworms, arthropods and vertebrates (Wynne-Edwards 1962; Reynierse et al. 1969; Eiserer 1984; Vulinec 1990) , and have been the focus of hundreds of studies. In many species, the location of roosting aggregations appears traditional; aggregations appear at the same sites from day to day, and sometimes year to year, even though other suitable locations seem available ( Marzluff & Heinrich, in press), but studies of the longterm patterns of roosting behaviour of marked individuals are rare. Relatively little is known about roost site choice, the causes of roost site shifts, or the mechanisms responsible for the development and maintenance of spatially stable roosting aggregations. Such data are crucial for testing individual-based models of how and why roost aggregations form (e.g. Ward & Zahavi 1973; Weatherhead 1983; Caccamise & Morrison 1986; Richner & Heeb 1996) .
Our understanding of roosting behaviour is hampered, in part, by the difficulty in tracking individual animals and of conducting field experiments with replication on an appropriate scale. It is necessary not only to track the roosting sites of individuals over time but also to follow changes in other relevant locations, such as foraging areas and territories. Recent radio-tracking studies have provided such data for bats, birds and snails (e.g. Heisterberg et al. 1984; Bailey 1989; Giroux 1991; Lewis 1995; King 1996; Marzluff et al. 1996) , but the logistics and expense of radio tracking can lead to small sample sizes of both individuals and roosts. For taxa that do not lend themselves to radio tracking (e.g. insects), researchers are limited by the number of roosting aggregations they can find and the spatial distribution of the aggregations (e.g. DeVries et al. 1987; Miller 1989 
